Introduction
An unwanted and long lasting consequence of the demise of the bipolar world order is the increasing number of non-state actors who constantly challenge the existing status quo. Unlike in the traditional international environment where states primarily interact with other states, the last two and a half decades witnessed states increasingly interacting with various non-state actors. The complexity of the international theatre provides these actors with an abundance of opportunities to become successful even over long periods of time. [1] [2] These state / non-state interactions very often result in asymmetric confrontations, including asymmetric warfare. An examination of the outcome of asymmetric conflicts in the last two hundred years reveals a dangerous tendency: weak actors increasingly win asymmetric conflicts. The percental outcome of strong actor / weak actor interactions that are at the heart of asymmetric conflicts dropped from 88,2 : 11,8 (1800-1849) to 79,5 : 20,5 (1850-1899) to 55,1 : 44, 9 (1900-1949) and to 45 : 55 (1950-1998) . [3] The two major wars of the 21st century waged in Iraq and Afghanistan were, despite the technological and material advantage of the stronger, long campaigns that did not end with the defeat of the weaker. In order to better understand certain features of asymmetric warfare the author proposes a biological approach that takes advantage of recent discoveries in primate research.
Persistent Illusion
In biological terms war is an expression of intraspecific aggression for which there are countless examples in the animal kingdom. However, due to the long lasting influence of the famous Austrian etymologist Konrad Lorenz, until the early 1970s it was assumed that not much is going on in evolution in terms of intraspecific aggression. This long lasting scientific illusion, the desire to pacify biological processes is similar to other fields of science when it comes to war. Anthropology is a good example for this tendency. [4] [5] In his seminal book On Aggression Lorenz concluded that aggressive behaviour has the function to maintain the existence of individuals and species in two ways. First, aggression regulates the density of a species in a given habitat thus preventing the exhaustion of food resources. Second, aggression is linked to sexuality and has the function to pass on of own genes. Aggression did not have the function for him to kill other individuals belonging to the same species. Ending in certain rituals, it can make the bonds between individuals even stronger. [6] This illusion was smashed by later research. Intraspecific aggression and death as a result of it is pretty much everyday reality for many members of a wide array of species in the animal kingdom. It became also clear that the level of intraspecific aggression in the animal kingdom very much surpasses the level of aggression found even in the most violent human societies. The only thing that limits the level of intraspecific aggression is the desire of the involved to avoid serious injuries and wounds. An injured or wounded animal may face decreasing chance to get access to food and as a result of it most serious consequences. There is no social security, no medical or health institutions in the animal kingdom. One consequence of it is that the bulk of intraspecific killing is aimed against the weaker and the defenceless. Observations prove that most such killings occur against cubs of others within the same species. Thus intraspecific aggression found in the animal kingdom is essentially asymmetric and has the function to avoid injuries and wounds. [7] 3. Chimpanzee Encounters Biologically modern humans (Homo sapiens) belong to the family of Hominidae. Relatives are the chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes), the bonobos (Pan paniscus), the gorilla (Gorilla gorilla) and the orangutan (Pongo pygmaeus). The closest relative is the chimpanzee. [8] There are three scientific discoveries that support this very close relationship. The discoveries point five million years ago when there existed a common origin of the two species. One discovery is those 4.5 million years old fossils found in Ethiopia that prove the existence of a bipedal human ancestor with a chimpanzee-like head. The second discovery is those laboratory tests that prove a strong genetic similarity between humans and chimpanzees. In fact, humans are genetically closer to chimpanzees than to gorillas. Even though recent research suggests the gap might be rather 6 %, the originally identified 1-2 % genetic difference might be small enough to place both species within the same genus. The third discovery is those field and laboratory observations that found striking behavioural, social and other similarities between chimpanzees and humans. Similarities in intergroup encounters of chimpanzees and human wars are among the most interesting. [8] [9] Wars of humans in all ages featured disciplined soldiers, organized warriors and coldblooded killers. Aggressive intergroup encounters of chimpanzees provide all this. Chimpanzees do hunt and eat meat. On occasion they become cannibals. It appears that chimpanzees are anything else then just funny caricatures of humans. [10] Primitive wars of human societies and intergroup encounters of chimpanzees display remarkable similarities when it comes to dynamics. Both contain surprise attacks, the application of overwhelming force, the commitment to kill, intimidation of individuals belonging to the other group. Aggressive and violent behaviour can be observed both in chimpanzee intergroup encounters and human warfare. [11] [12] Groups of male chimpanzees conduct patrols every three to five days. They move towards the borders of their territory. Since chimpanzee territories overlap, this activity is very dangerous for them. Here they become silent and cautious, sniff the vegetation, climb high into the trees to observe the area of the other group. The encounter of different chimpanzee groups of similar size ends up with loud hooting, mock charges, throwing stones and sticks of various sizes. After a while the groups retreat towards the centre of their territory. However, should the encounter become asymmetric in number or situation, another scenario unfolds. In case a lone chimpanzee is located they chase it and as soon as it becomes possible, attack it ferociously. In these cases death and cannibalism can happen. Jane Goodall, one of the world's foremost experts on chimpanzees could personally observe aggression, violence and brutality that go together when encounters of chimpanzees belonging to different groups become asymmetric. In the 1970s she witnessed the unfolding intergroup dynamics of two chimpanzee groups, the Kasakela and the Kahama. In relation to what she saw she explicitly used the term warfare. [13] [14] Others too, observed similar intergroup dynamics of chimpanzees featuring warlike attributes. Toshida Nishida in Tanzania, Stella Brewer in Senegal, Christophe and Hedwig Boesch in Ivory Coast observed similar consequences of asymmetric chimpanzee encounters. Observations recorded the extinction of two entire chimpanzee groups for which another groups of chimpanzees were named. [8] 4. Unfolding Dynamics Jane Goodall thinks that the behaviour of chimpanzees may be to a great extent similar to that of proto and early humans. Simple patterns of chimpanzee thinking and violence turned over millions of years into human love and hate, mercy and cruelty, harmony and -war. In military terminology chimpanzee intergroup encounters are of low intensity, irregular in appearance, and asymmetric in nature. Their attributes include the commitment to achieve numerical superiority or situational advantage with consequences of serious injuries and occasional deaths on the side of the receiving end. [13] This very much accords with certain attributes of the primitive wars waged by humans. These wars do not involve many casualties; therefore participation is, at first glance, not very dangerous. Their level is below the military horizon of advanced societies, their dynamics is half-hearted and floppy. These wars do not require much logistic support, and there is no need for organised training and elaborate fortifications. They feature lack of discipline, command-and-control, specialisation, and principles. Primitive wars are over long time thought to be inefficient undertakings waged by volunteers and part-timers. [15] [16] Nothing is farther on in reality. The low intensity, irregular and asymmetric conflicts of the unfolding 21st century of Iraq and Afghanistan featured attributes common with the wars of primitive humans and the intergroup encounters of chimpanzees. This form of war can have serious consequences on the lives both of individuals and groups. Since it is not waged by an institution, it penetrates into all aspects of the society involved. It destroys social structures, does not make distinctions between war and peace, soldier and civilian, enemy and criminal. It features a poisonous cocktail of subversive warfare, psychological activities, terror and counter-terror, and absolute enmity leading to genocide. [17] This form of war can be very bloody, cause the death of many, and result in serious consequences. On occasion it can come closest to the apocalyptic or absolute war Goodall observed between the Kasakela and the Kahama groups. The encounters of the two groups went until the end of 1977 when the Kahama was no more. Goodall witnessed the clear evidence of chimpanzee genocide. [ The significant genetic and morphological similarity between humans and chimpanzees, the evidence of aggression and violence in both species suggest that certain dynamics and attributes of war, especially when it comes to asymmetric ones, is the result of the evolutionary process. Wars waged by the Yanomamö of the Amazonas observed and recorded by Chagnon show clear similarity with the intergroup encounter of chimpanzee groups as detailed by Goodall and others. Their social setup is also similar as both form patrilinear groups ranging from some dozen to some hundreds. Raiding is the most dominant form of intergroup encounters. A small party of males deliberately intrudes into the area of the other group and as soon as asymmetric opportunity occurs they stalk to the victim, charge it brutally and kill on the spot or wound fatally. They commit nasty things that would be named as war crimes in advanced human societies. [23] The researchers concluded that due to the killings the Ngogo chimpanzees expanded their territory considerably, from 28,76 km2 to 35,16 km2 by annexing an area previously occupied by their neighbours.
Thus territorial expansion followed a series of lethal asymmetric attacks. The findings are consistent with the hypothesis that lethal intergroup aggression of chimpanzees can lead to territorial expansion. In this process, chimpanzees increase their access to resources that are then available to other group members, too. [25] 
Conclusion
The observation of Mitani et. al. come very close to what Hobbes described as absolute war in which the meaning of right and wrong, justice and injustice becomes empty. There is no common power, no law and no injustice. Force and fraud go together with continual fear and danger of violent death. In absolute war life is solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short. [26] Conducting raids and fighting from ambushes promote an approach that is essentially defensive. Schmitt called the approach that combines strategic defence with tactical offence telluric. It should not come as a surprise that also Clausewitz, who addressed asymmetric warfare waged by the people only shortly, did this in his book on defence. [17] Aggression and violence are, according to Clausewitz, inherent features of war and can also be found in the intraspecific group aggression of chimpanzees living across Africa. Among chimpanzees most serious attempts at killing and the killings themselves are done when the victim can be caught helpless and relatively defenceless, and is little capable of effectively harming the attacker. These occasions of deadly fighting are asymmetrical in which casualties overwhelmingly concentrate on the receiving end. This pattern is remarkably uniform also among humans in the primitive warfare of any society of hunter-gatherers and primitive agriculturalists. It was observable regularly in the asymmetric warfare waged in various areas of operations ranging from Iraq to Afghanistan, too. Raiding chimps and insurgents fighting for non-state actors appear to have similar motivations. Members of both species avoid serious, deadly, face-to-face confrontations to avoid the risk to oneself and to one's close kin. Wounds gained in symmetric confrontations may be most dangerous and can reduce the chance to get to resources to sustain one's living. The life of raiding chimpanzees and of insurgents is highly insecure and fraught with violent death. For chimpanzees there is no social security in nature and wounds might mean starvation, which is also true for humans living in the unfortunate parts of the world.
